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OS-ZAPPROPRIATING “IN THE
, BLIND” -

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in
the course of the June 7 closed session of
the Senate at which various U.S. activi-
ties in Laos were digcussed, I stated that
T would propose an amendment to the
defense authorization bill, S. 939, limit-
ing obligations or expenditures for eco-
nomic aid, military assistance, and all
other U.S. activities in Laos to $200 mil-
lion in the fiscal year 1972, The
sole exception was combat air operations
by U.S. forces over the Ho Chi Minh
Trail area in southern Laos.

On June 15, I made @ statement on the
floor of the Senate at the end of which
the amendment, amendment No. 160,
was printed.

As stated on both June 7 and 15, my
reason for proposing such an amend-
ment was beeause in many cases we have
been -authorizing and appropriating
money for our activities abroad “in the
blind”; that is, we do not know how
much we were and are really spending,
or how said funds were being spent.

In the course of consideration of the
defense authorization bill in the Armed
Services Committee, the Department of
Defense wags asked for its views on this,
my amendment.

Their memorandum in reply states
that-—

DOD strongly opposes the amendment.

'This memorandum contained one con-
fidential paragraph and one paragraph
classified “secret.” The remainder of the
memorandum was not classified, how-
ever, and I ask unanimous consent that
the text of the memorandum, less the two
classified paragraphs, be printed in the
REecorr at this point.

There being no. objection, the mem-
orandum was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DOD POSITION ON THE SYMINGTON
AMENDMENT

(Adding Sec. 502 to the bill S, 939 which
authorizes appropriations in FY 72 for pro-
curement, etc, for the Armed Forces.)

EFFECT OF THE AMENDMENT

The proposed amendment would limit ob-
ligations or expenditures to $200 million for
economic and military assistance and for
support of all military operations in, to, for,
or on behalf of Laos during FY 72 except
for the expenditure of funds to carry out
combat air operations by US forces over the
Ho Chl Minh Trail area in southern Laos
and “areas Immediately adjacent to such
trails.” In addition, the amendment would
prohibit any funds from being obligated or
expended for operations in Laos outside the
Ho Chi Minh Trail beginning with FY 73,
unless specific new authorizing leglslation
is enacted. Finally, the amendment requires
a quarterly report by the President to Con-
gress of all expenditures “in, for, or on be-
half of Laos” during the preceding quarter.

DOD POSITION

DOD strongly opposes the amendrhent.

1, It would substantially impsalr our on-
going operations in Laos, operations which
have been’ undertaken at the request of the
Government of Laos to assist it in resisting
military takeover by North Vietnam.

The strategic location of Laos, bordering
the other states of Indochins plus Thalland
and Burma, makes it especlally important
that a belligerent state not control Laos. The

opportunity for regional stability is being
kept open by the continued independence
and neutrality of Laos. The following com-
ment by President Nixon on 7 October 1970
is relevant: “The war in Indochina has been
proved to be of one piece; it cannot be cured
by treating only one of its areas of outbreak.”

This Administration has continued Amer-
ican support for the efforis of Prime Minis-
ter Souvanna Phouma to reconstitute the
1962 Geneva Agreements guaranteeing his
country's newutrality, independence and ter-
ritorial integrity. Limitations imposed by
Congress on our ability to achieve that ob-
jective would raise doubts not only about
our determination Lo adhere to our stated
objectives, but to our more formal commit-
ments as well.

Such a limitation would severely limit our
ability to effectively implement that part of
the Nizon Doctrine that calls for sufficlent
military assistance to sallow such govern-
ments to resist Communist aggression, In
implementing his policy, the President should
have sufficient flexibility to. meet with an
adequate response, changes in the local mili-
tary situation. As he indicated about Indo-
china in his 25 February 1971 foérelgn policy
report: “A negotiated settlement for all In-
dochina remains our highest priority. But if
the other side leaves us no choice, we will
follow the alternative route to pgace—phas-
ing out our involvement while giving the
region’s friendly countries the time and the
means to defend themselves.”

The overall limitation of $2.56 billion an-
nually for expenditures in military assistance
to friendly and loce! forces in Southeast Asia
already applies to DOD budgeted support of
Laos.

TI. The proposed amendment would in-
trude into matters properly within the con-
stitutional authority of the President, as
Commander-in-Chiet, to direct military oper-
ations in Southeast Asla. A special limitation
on the amount of funds which may be used
in one of the operational areas of conflict
would be a back door attack on the Presi-
dent's authority.

III. As drafted, the amendment cannot be
administered by the Executive branch. With
the knowledge and express concurrence of
the cognizant congressional committees since
FY 67, the records of the Department of De-
fense for military assistance service funded
(MASF) for Southeast Asia have been main-
tained only on an estimate basls because of
the necessary integration of the supply and
fiscal procedures of MASF with our own oper-
ations to meet a combat situation. Further,
while DOD has been able to maintaln rec-
ords by country on an estimate basls with

respect to obligetions, it has not been able °

to maintain records on a country-by-country
basis—as distinguished from Southeast Asia
as a whole—with respect to expendifures.

IV. Assuming, however, that it were pos-
sible to establish and maintain current rec-
ords both as to expenditures and obligations,
to impose a fiscal year ceiling on both ex-
penditures and obligations would be to cut
the actual level of operations in a current fis-
cal year substantially below the amount spec-
ified in the Amendment as the celling on ob-
ligations—inasmuch as expenditures in any
fiscal year necessarily involve obligations in-
curred in prior fiscal years as well as those
which relate to ohligations of the current
year.

V. Finally, it should be observed that sub-
section (C) of the Amendment Is ineffective,
as drafted, to carry out the Sponsor's intent
to provide an exception for combat alr oper-
ations over the Ho Chi Minh Trall area.
Whereas the operative subsections which im-
pose constraints are written in terms of ob-
ligations end expenditures, the exception
provided for in subsection (C) with respect
to combat air operations over the sanctuary
areas in Southern Laos only excludes expendi-
tures and not obligations.
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Mr. SYMINGTON. M, President, I
would now make the olowing three
comments on the mem: rrndum of the
Defense Department:

First. The Departme of Defense
memorandum states tha & limitation of
$200 million “would subt .antially impair
our on-going operations .1 Laos, opera-
tions which have been w d:-rtaken at the
request of the Governn it of Laos to
assist it in resisting mili uy takeover by
North Vietham.”

I would say, in reply:
the Departmen tof Dec
United States operation:
coming fiscal year?

Surely, we in the Se
continue the present
gives us no real indicat
what we are actually spe

Surely, the Amcricar j:eople have a
right to know something 1out how their
tax dollars are being sp- n - in Laos; and
in any case the Depart 1ent of Defense
should state to the Con :r»ss how much
it considers necessary itr-the United
States to spend to assist “h=2 Government
of Liaos in this fiscal yea: -

In its memorandum b2 Department
of Defense takes the p »sition that my
amendmeint “would intr :de into matters
properly within the Cc:utitutional au-
thority of the Presideni :s Commander
in Chief, to direct milit: = operations in
Southeast Asia.”

It adds that the kind f iimitation my
amendment would apply “v.ould be a back
door attack on the Pres e nt’s authority.

This is an intriguin; -~omment. The
Department of Defense w-wld appear to
be saying that the re ponsibilities the
Congress has under the Constitution to
raise and support armic :, Joes not mean
what it says. The Pre:ident, as Com-
mander-in-Chief, has t ¢ constitutional
authority to direct mil isry operations;
but under our system o checks and bal-
ance$, he can do so on!: wyith the funds
authorized by the Con. riss.

As the Defense De] viment memo-

1 »w much does
2 we want for
ir» Laos for the

:are should not
wractice, which
73« whatever of
1 ing in Laos.

‘randum states, the Con :r:ss has limited

to $2.5 billion, the am: ant that can be
spent for military assist o e in Southeast
Asia. If that limitation is constitutional,
why is a sublimitatior celineating the
amount.that can be sp n~ in Laos itself
any less constitutional «r a back door
attack on the Presiden ‘s authority.

Second. Equally distu bhing is the state-
ment in the Departn et of Defense
memorandum that suc': n amendment
“cannot be administerec b the Executive
Branch.”

The memorandum go 3 on to point out
that the records “for m :Liary assistance
service funded for Sou n.ast Asia have
been maintained only o1 an estimate
basis.”

As two members of :i.e staff of the
Subcommittee on Unit :d States Agree-
ments and Commitme :is Abroad dis-
covered on a recent trip ¢ Laos, however,
those estimates bear lit fe relation to the
actual amounts both ob igated and spent.
In this fiscal year, for ¢ x» mple, the esti-
mated amount is only "«lf the amount
which U.S. authorities n Laos expect to
spend.
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libel and slander from legal accountability.
Certainly, it is one of the prime functions of
the First Amendment to protect public dis-
ciosure on public issues. Free press and free
speech are absolutely necessary to the func-
tioning of a free government. But freedom,
I assert again, without responsibility is
detrimental and destructive of the values of
a free society.

Now the Court tells us the defense of truth
is inadequate to protect the freedom of the
wiedia. The First Amendment protects lying
t0o, unless a libeled person can psycho-
analyze the offender and show the jury that
malice lay at the base of the lying. So far,
the burden of such a rule has been on public
oificials and candidates for public office who
have always been considered fair game any-
way, but in the recent Rosenbloom case, the
Court extended the rule to libels and def-
amations of private individuals connected
in some way with an event the media finds
“newsworthy.”

I think that it is fortunate when we turn
from the area of First Amendment juris-
prudence to the area of criminal law and
criminal procedure that we see reflected in
recent SBupreme Court cases a dissatisfaction
with abstraction and a dedication to realism
which the criminal cases of Chief Justice
‘Warren’s tenure wholly lacked.

With the possible exception of search and
seizure which still remains a morass’ of con-
tradictory rules and arbitrary limitations,
the Court is moving away from a hyperac-
tive concern with the rights of criminal de-
fendants in the abstract and deciding cases
on. the basis of the effect of constitutional
rules in real cases.

I will not dwell on the cases which bear
out these statements, for you are more
familiar with them than I. Nor will T dwell
further on my point about the Court’s ab-
straction with theory versus reality as evi-
denced in the Bruton case in 1968, the Har-
rison case In the 1967 Term of _\the Court,
or in Miranda, Escobedo, Wade and the like,
except to say the importance of cases like
Mirande is'not so much the damage that is
actually done in keeping out valid confes-
sions or authentic reliable evidence. The
damage lies in the fact that every crook is
thereby encouraged to think that a hyper-
technical Court is turning their confederates
locse. An increase in confidence that, If
caught they can “beat the rap”, has with-
out doubt contributed to the increase in
crime.

It is in that sense I think that we have
to acknowledge the influence of court de-
cisions on crime. Criminals, normally, do not
read Supreme Court decisions or lower court
decisions. But once a court hegins to lean
hard on the police and issues a few rulings
that are publicized which make it more dif-
ficult to convict, criminals are encouraged
simply because the impression is about that
their chances are better.

Severity of sentence in my opinion is a de-
terrent to crime, Equally effective is the be-
lief generally abroad that the chances of
getting caught and being convicted and serv-
ing time are substantial. The principal fault
of the courts in recent years is that they
have made possible a contrary opinion.

Eut not only criminals are subject to such.
prevailing influences. I have no doubt that
trial courts also now, state and federal, have
for years heen afflicted with the fear of re-
versal by the higher courts so that they have
grown more and more lenient on sen-
tences. given defendants mhore and more of
the doubt in ruling on suppression motions,
and generally have made the jobs of prosecu-
tors more difficuls. I have no doubt that,
for example, a study of the district eourts in
the District of Columbis would show that
the supersensitive-to-defendants attitude of
the Court of Appeals has made trial Judges
lean over backward in favor of defendants.

There would appear to be little doubt then
that a change in the Supreme Court on erimi-
nal law should correct this attitude. Tt will
be none too scon in my opinion. If we are to
call & halt to the spiraling increase in erims
we must speed up trials which means cutting
out a lot of the waste and the coodling which
goes orn. Stiff sentences have to be handed ous
upon conviction. Habeas corpus must be re-
turned to traditional limits so that once a
defendant has exhausted his appeal rights
he cannot simply, over and over again, clog
up the courts with frivolous petiticns.

I have no doubt at all that if the exclu-
sionary rule at one end of the process and
habeas corpus at the other end were returnec
to their traditional orientation the clutter in
the courts could be cleaned up faster, trials
could be more expeditious, sentences woulc
be more meaningful, and justice would be
done scciety as well as the criminal.

Regrettably, I must except from my gen-
erally complimentary remarks about the
Court’s very receni criminal law trends its
search and seizure doctrines. As the
Coolidge decision handed. down only this
week demonstrates, the Court is still mired
in confusion of its own earlier making with
respect to the Fourth Amendment, and,
through its unwise extension of the unwise
exclusicnary rule to the States, the confu-
slon afilicts all fifty States. Coolidge is par-
ticularly illustrative since there the majority
held that police who had come lawfully onto
the defendant’s property to arrest him law-
fully were held forbidden to seize and im-
pound his car which was parked in plain
view In his driveway and which police knew
had been used in the commission of a brutal
murder of a 14-year old girl.

Worse still, on the same day in the Bivens
case a six-Justice majority held that any
crook who claimed that federal sgents had
commitied an unlawful search and seizure
could sue for damages in the fecieral courts.
No act of Congress gives them this right;
the Fourth Amendment says no‘king about
it. But the Court implied the remedy from
the “spirit” of the Amendment.

The barm to law enforcement is obvious.
Coolidge demonstrates that the Justices
cannot agree on what constituses illegal
searches, but if law enforcement officers in
the field guess wrong they are subject to
suit under a judicially-created tort theory.

No more can society live in a state of fear
of crime than it can suffer the degradation of
many of its members by abuse of the right of
speech and press. We were once in a siate
where these excesses did not exist and no
one can argue we were less free. Then, a man
could take his family out without fear of rob-
bery or rape or subjecting his children to the
brutalization of language and immorality
and fear which now exists. That man and his
family were free. We can have that state of
existence again but it takes discipline and
rejection of what passes for intellectual coun-
sel these days. It takes perseverance and dedi-
cation to first prineciples. And we can do it.

Let me repeat, in closing, that I have res-
pect for the Supreme Court as an institution.
But I shall continue to he disturbed by what
my colleague In the Senate, Sam J. Ervin of
North Carolina—a distinguished jurist in his
own right—has called the “misty idealism® of
many of the Court’s decisions in recent years.

Weodraow Wilson once said: Constitute
them how you will, governinents are always
governments of men, and no part of any
government is better than the men to whom
that part is entrusted. . .. The courts do not
escape that rule. So far as the individual is
concerned, a constitutional government is as
good as its courts; no better, no worse.

The Federal Judiciary, of which you who
are here today are so important a part, bears
a heavy responsibility in the years ahead for
& return to order and tranquility in our so-

..
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clety, a restoration of respect for law and
the courts, and the preservation of constitu-
tional government.

INTERNATIONAL WHEAT AGREE-
MENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it be
in order to order the yeas and nays on
the International Wheat Agreement.

'The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is 50 ordered.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Rep-
resentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the amendment of the
Senate to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 206) to reprint the brochure
entitled “How Our Laws Are Made”.

The message also announced that the,
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R. 6483. An act to amend section 5232
of vitle 10, United States Code, to provide
authority for appointment to the grade of
genaral of Marine Corps officers desighated
under that section for appropriate higher
commands or for performance of duties of
great importance and responsibility; and

H.R. 8805. An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, to exclude from the mails as a
special category of nonmailable matter cer-
tain material offered for sale to minors, to
improve the protection of the right of
privacy by defining obscene mail matter, and
for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were each read
twice by their titles and referred, as
indicated:

H.R. 6483. An act to amend section 5232 of
title 10, United States Code, to provide au-
thority for appointment to the grade of gen-
eral of Marine Corps officers designated
under that section for appropriate higher
commands or for performance of duties of
great importance and responsibility; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 8805. An act to amend title 39, United
States Code, to exclude from the mails as a
p special category of nonmailable matter
certain material offered for sale to minors,
to Improve the protection of the right of
privacy by defining obscene mail matter, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, T ask
unanimous consent that the qrder for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Spone). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
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Also disturbing, is the admission in the
Department of Defense memorandum
that it has not been able—
to maintaih records on a country-by-country
basis—as distingulshed from Southeast Asia
as 8 whole—with respect to expenditures.

How can the executive branch be cer-
tain. that expenditures do not exceed ob-
ligations in each country? Indeed, how
can it be certain that the limitation of
$2.5 billion for expenditures in mjlitary
assistance in Scutheast Asia is being ad-
hered to if it does not know how much
is being spent in each country?

Far from being an argument against
my amendment, this admission strikes
me as a strong argument for its adop-
tion. It could well force the executive
branch to institute procedures which will
provide an accurate accounting of what
we are spending in Laos, in Thailand,
and in Vietnam.

This would be an accounting which
the Congress most certainly should con-
sider in judging the various authoriza-
tion and appropriation bills which re-
late to these countries on which, under
the Constitution, it must act.

Third. Finally, I note that the last
paragraph of the Department of Defense
memorandum states that subsection (c)
of my amendment is ineffective as
drafted because it excludes only expendi-
tures for combat air operations over the
Ho Chi Minh Trail area and not obliga-
tions and expenditures.

The Office of the Senate Legislative
Counsel does not agree; but in any case
we plan to change the language of the
subsection so as to exclude both the ob-
ligation and the expenditure of funds to
carry out combat air operations in south-
ern Laos. In that way there can be no
misunderstanding and the Congress will
be in a better position to perform its
constitutional functions when it comes to
authorizing and appropriating funds.

Mr. President, on the ticker this after-
noon the following is stated with respect
1o what is going on in Laos today:

VIENTIANE, Laos.—The defense ministry
declared today the mew speclal forces drive
in the Plain of Jars was the responsibility
of the U.S. Embassy, not the Laotian Govern-
ment,

CGen. Thongphanh Knoksy, defense minis-
try spokesman, conceded tribal special forces
are on the plain but declined to discuss de-
tails, telling newsmen: “You should ask the
American embassy. This is their affair.” An-
drew P, Guzowski, an embassy spokesman
declined comment.

It is no secret that the Central Intelligence
Agency pays, equips and advises the special
forces and the Meo tribal army under Gen.
Vang Pao, who is in command in the Plain
of Jars region.

The Meco tribesmen, and the general is a
member, are militants and U.S. sources say
they are the best fighting force in Laos.

Asked if Vang Pao had informed the Lao-
tian Government of his activities, Thong-
phanh replied: “No, the government is not
responsible for this operation.”

Mr. President, if this information is
correct, it proves what many of us have
been saying for some time; namely, that
for years the Government of the United
States has been operating a war in secret
in Laos not only without the approval
of the Congress, but also without its
knowledge. )

CONCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL
MORNING BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

SepoNG). The time for the transaction of
routine morning business has expired.

Wt e -

QUORUM CALL

Mr., SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 1
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PERIOD FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ADDITIONAL ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that
there now be a resumption of the period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, with statements therein limited
to 3 nfinutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it so ordered.

RELATION OF PROPOSED DRUG AND
CANCER AGENCIES TO THE PRES-
IDENT'S REORGANIZATION PRO-
GRAM

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in propos-
ing the creation of a Special Action Of-
fice for Drug Abuse Prevention, reporting
directly to the President, President Nixon
has recognized the overwhelmingly crit-
ical need to establish a vitally strong,
coordinating unit for most Federal drug-
related programs. The President has sim-
ilarly recognized the special importance
of the need to coordinate Federal pro-
grams leading to a cure for cancer, and
has proposed that Federal Government
programs for this purpose be coordinated
by an office reporting to the White House,

One of the questions raised by these
two new units is their relationship to the
President’s executive reorganization pro-
gram. At least superficially, these two
new agencies created specifically to re-
port to the President run counter to one
of the major purposes of the executive
reorganization program, which is to re-
duce the number of units reporting di-
rectly to the President. In this way, the
level of conflict resolution and decision-
making can be reduced to the depart-
mental level, freeing the President and
his staff for policy consideration, plan-
ning, and evaluation.

In light of this question about possible
conflict. I have reguested and received
from the Office of Management and
Budget an explanation of the relation-
ship of the new special White House
drug abuse and cancer units to the exec-
utive reorganization proposals. As this
brief paper makes clear, the special drug
and cancer programs are Seen as emerg-
ency efforts requiring initial strong Pres-
idential leadership. According to OMB:
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The proposed new (drug) Dfce would be
temporary in character, on -h: assumption
that when the Office operz :ng out of the
Executive Office succeeds in "ve:ding together
an integrated program it will :h=n be possible
to place direction of the ovirail program or
its separate elements into on * « r more of the
existing agencies for contin :it:g operation.

With regard to the c.ncer office it
states:

The proposed organizatic: :or cancer re-
search represents an effort v the President
to provide direction to an .r-a of priority
medical and social concer: The Director
would have authority over h: cancer pro-
grams of HEW and be respc :s ble for advis-
ing the President on the u ilizatioh of the
Federal resources engaged in canacer research.
Such an arrangement may b - temporary but
1s needed at this point in tin ¢ o assure that
cancer activities are united i: a truly na-
tional effort.

Secretary of Health, I ducation, and
Welfare Elliot Richard:or, confirmed
this concept at the Gove::mnent Opera-
tions Committee’s openir.; hearings on
the creation of the Speciz! iction Office
(8. 2097) on July 7. He sai i :hat the spe-
cial drug office was not t» be seen as a

‘permanent unit, and, aft«r its statutory

tenure, could be redirect« d to report to
an existing agenecy. This =« »nvisaged in
S. 2097 itself, which in sec icn 14(b) pro-
vides the Special Action Gi-e with g life
of 3 years, extendable up o 2 more years
by the President, but exr.ring not later
than June 30, 1976. To ex:e1d it beyond
this date would require n new act of
Congress.

I think it noteworthy tl:a: the Special
Action Office reporting t¢ tae President
was in good part necessit: tcd by the ex-
isting fragmented Govermnent structure
that the executive reorg in:zation pro-
posals are intended to change. Were
there, for example, a Dep: rtment of Hu-
man Resources such as wi i:d be created
by S. 1432, & more comj rehensive and
logical framework would nsw exist for
coordinating many of th- .orograms to
be managed by the Specia. Action Office.

Another factor is that taie executive
reorganization proposals were not in-
tended to exclude the possibility of
creating new units in th¢ White House
to respond to specific anc¢ s.oecial needs.
There was no intention bv the Presi-
dent’s Advisory Council or Fxecutive Or-
ganization, the “Ash Coucil,” to block
the creation of such new units; in fact,
the Council specifically r-cngnized that
they might be necessary !n providing
that the drug office be t -mporary, the
President has indicated h's intention to
adhere to the manageriz! ind organi-
zational principles on wh .ch his execu-
tive reorganization progr. n. is based.

If there was any questic 1 in the mind
of anyone as to the neec ior a special
crash program or a Speciai-\ction Office
on Drug Abuse, reporting ii-ectly to the

, President, that doubt wo ¢ have been

resolved by anyone who co i« have heard
the testimony taken this rioining by the
Committee on Governme :t Operations,
under the chairmanship « f the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Rig:coFrF), who is
the chairman of the Sutccmmittee on
Executive Reorganization.

We had before us thre- -ormer drug
addicts, two of them 15-) ezr-olds from
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New York City, the other a 25-year-old
returned veteran. Drug usage has reached
epidemiec proportions in the ghetto areas
of our major cities, and it has reached
epidemic proportions in Vietnam. Cer-
tainly any feeling we might have had
that this is a smaller problem as revealed
by the only 2 percent showing in the
urinalysis tests conducted in recent days
in Vietham was refuted by one of the
witnesses who testified as to the extensive
use of heroin and hard drugs, not this
year, notf last year, but 3 years ago.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
statement of the Office of Management
and Budget on the “Relation of Proposed
Drug and Cancer Agencies to the Presi-
dent’s Departmental Reorganization Pro-
gram.”

There being no objection, the statement
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

RELATION OF PROPOSED DRUG AND CANCER
AGENCIES TO THE PRESIDENT'S DEPARTMENTAL
REORGANIZATION PROGRAM
A question has been raised as to whether

the creation of the proposed agencles for

prevention of drug abuse and for cancer
research runs counter to the principle of
organization by major purposes.

The President’s Departmental Reorganiza-
tion Program (PDRP) was never intended to
foreclose the creation of specialized agen-
cies when conditions warrant, even if the
new departments were in existence, For ex-
ample, the proposed Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention reflects the Presi-
dent’s determination to launch a broad rang-
ing and concerted program to deal with a
deepening crisls. The Director of the Office
through his control of funds and organiza-
ticnal position in the Executive Office ¢an be
the “man in charge,” answerable only to the
President. The proposed new Office would he
temporary in character, on the assumption
that when the Office operating out of the
Executive Office succeeds In welding together
an integrated program it will then be possi-
ble to place direction of the overall program
or its separate elemnents into one or more of
the existing agencies for continuing opera-
tion.

The full range of drug programs contem-
plated for the proposed agency would in no
event be encompassed by the Department of
Human Resources. For example, the Veterans

Administration and the Department of Jus- -

tice, which support drug programs, would
not be affected by the PDRP.

One of the primary objectives of the Pres
ident’s Departmental Reorganization plan is
to enable the day-to-day coordination of es~
tablished programs to occur at the depart-
mental level so as to enable the President to
give attention to those urgent problems of
high national priority. The intent is to have
the Cancer-Cure Program administered in an
agency (NIH) which is to be transferred, un-
der PDRP, to the new Department of Human
Resources. Because of the critical impact of
cancer programs on this nation's well-being,
however, the President will appoint the Di-
rector and provide him with the necessary
guidance and resources needed.

As in the case of drug abuse, the proposed
organization for cancer research represents
an effort by the President to provide direc-
ion to an area of priority medical and soclal
concern. The Director would have authority
over the cancer programs of HEW and be
responsible for advising the President on the
utilization of the Federal resources engaged
in cancer research. Such an arrangement
may be temporary but is needed et this
peint In time to assure that cancer activities
are united in a truly national effort.

In summary, the organization proposals for
both drug abuse and cancer research dem~n-
strate that (a) emerging social needs and =p=
portunities my require new organizations tai-
lored to the specific area, (b) the Presid=nt
can selectively use hils authority to direct
programs cutting across agency lnes, ang {c)
the PDRP would not always chviate the need
for specialized agencies some o2 which would
be temporary in charcter. This last point re-
flects the fact that 2 number of agencies not
included within the PDRP will play impor-
tant roles in special efforts such as the cur-
tallraent of drug abuse. When new special-
ized agencles have achlzved thelr integrative
purpose, every effort should be made to plice
thern within the appropriate major purpose
department. For example, the Department of
Human Resources with its medical, educa-
tion. and manpower components would osffer
much more promise as a location for drug
rehabilitation responsibilities than would
either the present HEW or Labor.

QUORUM. CALL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest what I assume to be the
final quorum call of the day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-~
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR BYRD OF VIRGINIA ON
MONDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
Monday, immediately following the rec-
ognition of the two leaders under the
standing order, the distinguished senior
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp) be
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutss.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorwm.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded,

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered.

THE ANT WAR

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, recently
the House of Representatives passed
House Resolution 9270, the appropria-
tions bill for the Department of Agricul-
ture. Included in thsat bill were funds
for the continuation of the iraported fire
ant control program through massive
application of the chlorinated hydroca:-
bon mirex.

The efforts of the USDA to wipe out
this insect date back to 1957, when they
began unleashing huge quantities of
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pesticides into the environment. Since
that time over 80 million acres have been
treatecd with various poisons.

In recent years several studies have
been published which contain substan-
tial and persuasive evidence that the
present fire ant control program is a
dramatic overaction to the threat posed
by this insect either as an agricultural
pest or a human health hazard and that
continuation of the program could well
have serious adverse effects on nontarget
orgq;nisms.

In response to this criticism from the
scientific community, the USDA has
toned down the program, describing it
now as a fire ant control program—with
spraying restricted to heavily infested
areas and the implementation of envi-
ronmerntal controls.

However, in spite of the severe criti-
cism of the program andthe cancellation
of the registration of the pesticide mirex
under the Federal Insecticide, Rodenti-
cide, and Fungicide Act, the USDA has
never addressed itself to the basic ques<
tion of the need to continue the present
program at all.

This has prompted me to write to
Senator McGEEg, the chairman of the
Senate Agriculture-Environmental and
Consumer Protection Appropriations
Subcommittee, to request that the funds
for this program be deleted from the
USDA budget, and that the subcommit-
tee order an indepth study of the im-
ported fire ant by qualified experts to
determine what hagzard, if any, exists,
and the most environmentally sound and
economically feasible means of dealing
with it.

I ask unanimous consent to insert in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a copy of an
article which appeared in a recent issue
of Environment magazine, entitled “The
Ant War,” which reviews the USDA ef-
forts to eradicate this insect and cites
the various studies which have appeared
in recent years regarding the character-
istics of the imported fire ant and the
adverse effects of the pesticides used in
the program.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rrc-
orD, as follows:

THE ANT WAR
(By Donald W. Coon and Robert R. Fleet)

An insect called the imported fire ant has
a bad name in the Southeast. Whether the
reputation is valid is open to serious ques-
tion. The question is lmportant, since con-
siderable money and large volumes of pesti-
cides have been earmarked for a massive
eradication compaign which some experts
believe will do more environmental harm
than good.

The imported fire ant (IFA) was intro-
duced to the U.S. accidentally from South
America early this century, but has become
widespread only in the past two decades. As
It spread, state and federal agricultural of-
ficials 1ssued alarming warnings about the
ant’s capacity to injure crops, wildlife, and
people. Local eradication programs began
in 1937 and intensifisd with more recent
widespread use of long-lasting insecticides.
Such activities culminated in an organiza-
tional meeting on September 8, 1969 in Mont-
gomery, Alabama. Members of IFA eradica-
tion committees and other Interested per-
sons from thirteen southern states unani-
miously approved a twelve~year eradication
program developed jointly by the Southern
Plant Board and the U.S. Department of
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“The Washington Star ;
VIENTIANE, Laos, July 7—‘
A secret operation involving
commando raiders, some led by
employes of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, is reported un-
der way against the Com-
munist-held Plaine des Jarres
in northern Laos.

According to well-informed

sources, United States aircraft
have been landing on the plain,
and one C-123 transport was
stranded with its American
crew there for a night.
The informants said the com-
mandos had penetrated as far
as an airstrip in the east cen-
tral part of the plain called
Lima 22.

United States and Laotian of-
ficials here have refused to
|comment on the reported op-
eration.

[in Washington, State De-
partment officials said they
were checking the situation
and had no immediate com-
ment.]

One American source said
privately that the Meo leader,
Gen. Vang Pao, whose C.LA.-
|backed forces are based at
'Long Tleng, southwest of the
plain, was “strengthening and
improving his defensive posi-
tion.”

Same military sources sug-
gested that the reported opera-
tion was being conducted by

terstroke, which drove the Meos
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troops - briefly but this led to
a large North Vietnamese coun-.

back and almost resuited in
the fall of Long Tieng.

Cambodian Plan Said to End

PNOMPENH, Cambodia, July
7 (UPI)—The United States has '
abandoned its secret programj)
of training regular Cambodian|
troops on Laos, United States|
sources said today, but is con-|.
tinuing to train Cambodian
guerrillas. oL

The sources said that the
program, financed by the Cen:
tral Intelligence Agency, ended
last month when a 500-man
Cambodian army battalion
wound up a three-month train-

the Meo hase of Bouam Long
north of the plain. i
Informants said two Tha

ndle. .
H L 4

i,%g course in the Laotian pan-

:

battalions and six Meo bat-|

talions were involved. The
Pathet Lao radio said the oper-
ationwas being conducted by
three regiments of General
Vang Pao’s forces.

In 1969, a joint United.
States-Laotian operation took.
the plain from Communist|
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